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Abstract: One of the main risks to the preservation of Spanish defensive heritage is anthropic in
origin and is associated with local society’s lack of cultural identification with these cultural assets.
Consequently, there is a dearth of conservation strategies. In this paper, the current situation is
examined, then a management model is proposed, with the Torre de Romilla in the Granada province
(Spain) as its focus. The model is constructed on the basis of research regarding the antecedents to
loyalty towards this heritage landmark, in order to enhance its value. To accomplish this, survey
data from 200 randomly selected subjects was collected and analysed. The results indicate that the
antecedent factors which determine loyalty are place attachment and its perceived image, which lead
to an increased probability that the site will be visited and recommended. The direct consequence of
this is that contributions to the economy from tourism would allow for the sustainable conservation
of these assets.
Keywords: sustainable tourism; preventive conservation; cultural heritage; brand loyalty; brand
image; attachment to place
1. Introduction
The earthen defensive heritage of southeast Spain is recognised for its heritage value. As a result,
it has been granted the maximum level of protection available under national legislation. However,
the fact that these assets are currently in a poor state of conservation is incoherent with this position.
The methodological approaches currently being researched centre on proposals for the sustainable
preventive conservation of these structures. As part of this approach, and in order to enhance the value
of this Cultural Heritage, different perspectives should be considered and how these positions interact
should be examined. Specifically, aspects relating to preventive conservation and those associated with
the socioeconomic management of the heritage asset need to be considered. Sustainable preventive
conservation means that the heritage landmark becomes viewed as a resource which contributes to the
socioeconomic growth of the surrounding area. It could be used and developed, it would undoubtedly
act as an agent of economic growth, wealth, and employment but it might also be the key factor in the
social and economic development of an area (quality of life, feeling of belonging, identity, etc.), which
would be of particular importance to areas with limited economic activity. By combining adequate
economic management with sustainable management, a portion of the profits generated by the asset
could be reinvested into preventive conservation activities.
The design of heritage conservation strategies considers heritage as a resource for economic
development, but when it does not receive this attention, the corollary is that it becomes marginalised
and destroyed [1].
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According to [2], public interest or lack of interest in heritage sites is greatly dependent on their
state of conservation. It is scientifically accepted that Cultural Heritage assets can contribute as
capital goods to socioeconomic development [3], as they have the inherent potential to become tourist
attractions, thus contributing to local development [4].
Therefore, leveraging these heritage resources in a sustainable and responsible manner presents
an excellent opportunity to improve people´s lives, both in terms of material gain (wealth, employment,
innovation, entrepreneurship) as well as in nonmaterial ways (identity, participation, training,
satisfaction, enjoyment, etc.) [3].
In order to achieve this, most modern societies are committed to and concerned with their heritage
worth [2]; as a result, there has been an increase in research in the last few years which approaches
heritage appraisal from different perspectives and using different methods [2,5–10]. One perspective
that has gained particular attention and relevance is that of consumer-based brand equity, that is, the
consumer’s appraisal of the brand heritage as regards heritage landmarks.
The American Marketing Association defines a brand as the “name, term, sign, symbol or design,
or a combination of them intended to identify the goods and services of one seller or group of sellers and
differentiate them from those of other sellers.” Brand management is the consequent effort “to create,
maintain, protect and improve” [11] a specific brand to ensure a sustainable competitive advantage.
As with any brand, those responsible for managing it have an inherent obligation to preserve and
improve its reputation and prestige.
In the field of heritage tourism, this translates as guaranteeing the authenticity, integrity, and
preservation of the sites and making them available for tourists to visit and enjoy [12], whilst
simultaneously taking into account the sustainable development agenda outlined by the World
Tourism Organization in 2017 [13]. In fact, the United Nations declared 2017 as the International
Year of Sustainable Tourism for Development due to its potential for development worldwide. In the
context of brand strategy, heritage landmark, brand management could contribute to tourism growth
in a sustainable manner, yet also guarantee conservation of the asset and the best possible outcomes
for the local community [13].
Although “brand” has become a buzzword in academia as well as in commercial settings in the
last few years, knowledge has concentrated on assets and commercial services and less so on locations
and specific tourist destinations [14]. However, in recent years, the strategic needs of destination
managers as well as the need to broaden knowledge about the brand´s effects have led to the emergence
of research on the destination as a brand [15,16].
In the context of tourist destinations, visitor loyalty is considered to be an important factor in the
successful development of a destination. Numerous studies carried out in different settings (country,
states, city) examine the antecedents to tourist loyalty, including motivation, destination image, quality
of travel, perceived value, and satisfaction [17–20]. Place attachment and tourist engagement have also
been considered to be predictors of loyalty to the destination [21–23]. More specifically, these predictors
have been widely examined in the contexts of leisure and recreational destinations [24] and heritage
sites which are established and well-known tourist destinations [25]. According to [4], such heritage
resources have the potential to become attractions and contribute to the sustainable development of
the area. However, to date, and as far as we know, no studies have been carried out which examine the
antecedents of loyalty to heritage sites which are not already established destinations.
Therefore, the main objective of this article is to examine if loyalty to a heritage site arises as a result
of the perceived image that individuals have of it, as well as to what degree place attachment mediates
the relationship between the effect of image and loyalty. This main objective is supplemented by an
analysis of the moderating effect of knowledge about how the heritage site affects these associations.
By so doing, this paper seeks to contribute to the literature on heritage landmark (Goods of
Cultural Interest) brand management in several ways. Firstly, further what is currently known about
which factors determine loyalty to heritage sites. Secondly, assess the role that perceived image and
place attachment plays in developing loyalty to this brand type. Thirdly, examine the degree of
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knowledge about the heritage site as a moderating factor associated with the antecedents to loyalty.
As proper management of the brand leads to increased loyalty to the heritage site, it becomes more
likely that it will be visited and recommended. The resultant increased income to local communities,
especially those with scarce economic resources, in turn facilitates the sustainable management of
the heritage asset. All of these factors in turn help to protect and preserve the heritage landmark for
future generations.
2. Background
2.1. Heritage Value and Sustainability
As indicated in [9], cultural economy is being consolidated as a significant discipline within
economic analysis, due to both its rich theoretical offering and because it provides an opportunity
to gather empirical evidence regarding people´s and institutions´ behaviour towards modern and
accumulated culture. Within the broad analytic spectrum of this new discipline, one aspect making
significant contributions to the theory and catalysing its application is the appraisal of cultural assets in
general and, in particular, those which are also historical heritage. These authors [9] argue that cultural
heritage assets are difficult to appraise for diverse reasons: they are unique and nonreproducible; they
are usually public or quasi-public assets; thus, they do not adhere to preconceptions of consumer
competition or exclusive offers; finally, the consumer believes that culture is comprised of a collection
of necessary assets which the state should maintain, independent of any voluntary contributions.
Along the same lines, the number of studies that estimate the economic value of heritage sites is
growing [26]. These authors identify a need for additional academic studies which approach heritage
appraisal from an interdisciplinary position, the purpose being to increase what is known about its
composition and about the factors which enhance heritage value.
The seminal work of [27] was fundamental in arguing for the importance of cultural heritage due
to its effects on employment and productivity. Subsequently, several authors writing in the academic
literature have demonstrated that cultural heritage has the capacity to act as a development tool, an
engine of economic growth, and to create jobs [2,9,10,28–31], with the caveat that the public´s interest
in the heritage landmark will depend on its state of conservation [2].
However, recent academic studies suggest that cultural value cannot be solely expressed in terms
of economic value, although they are closely correlated [32,33]. The difference is that economic value
is commonly defined as individuals´ willingness to pay, whereas cultural value refers to additional
dimensions such as social value or other nonquantifiable values, such as spiritual, historical, or
symbolic. In this sense, the seminal work of [34] provide a novel perspective on cultural heritage as
cultural capital, considering it as a vehicle for cultural and economic values. Taking as a premise that
cultural heritage can boost development in an area, these authors identify and assess the tools used by
the local governments to regulate and support the use of cultural heritage in local development.
According to [35], local communities often conflict over the preservation of tangible and intangible
cultural values versus the commercialising of heritage in order to meet consumer demand; consequently,
there is no unanimous position on how to strengthen development via cultural heritage preservation.
These differences can become polemical if the economic benefits of preserving them are not well
understood [26]. In order to avoid these situations, these authors suggest that cultural heritage
management is a transversal subject, which should seek a balance between environmental and landscape
protection, the marketing of social and cultural elements, and local, sustainable economic development.
It has been argued that tourism has significantly increased economic and social activity and
affected the geography of many cities. It provides an opportunity to improve employment and the
quality of life in the local community [13]. The International Year of Sustainable Tourism agenda
clearly demonstrates its importance to the international community. This agenda has concentrated on
five areas: (1) Inclusive and sustainable economic growth; (2) Social inclusiveness, employment, and
poverty reduction; (3) Resource efficiency, environmental protection, and climate change; (4) Cultural
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values, diversity, and heritage; (5) Mutual understanding, peace, and security. Within this framework,
the following aspects should be highlighted: the need to develop a relationship between tourism
and cultural interests which conserves both tangible and intangible cultural heritage; cultural values;
pursuing creativity; the provision of social, educational, and economic opportunities. Also important
is the development of innovative business models which guarantee sustainable growth in line with
market forces.
Therefore, a transversal examination of cultural heritage management requires that heritage
managers consider consumer behaviour towards the heritage asset [36]. According to this author,
knowing what the client wants and delivering it lies at the core of the cultural heritage marketing
process, although prevailing restrictions may need to be taken into account, such as the need to protect
parts of a cultural heritage site due to increased wear from higher numbers of visitors responding
to marketing promotions. The visitor needs to be satisfied, but not to the detriment of the heritage
asset. This must be preserved for future generations, so it is incumbent on heritage managers to seek a
balance between commercialising cultural heritage, tourist management, and sustainable practices that
will allow heritage to be cared for and conserved [36].
2.2. Loyalty to the Cultural Heritage
Brand loyalty can be defined as a client´s attachment or commitment to the brand [37]. The
academic literature highlights two basic ways to understand consumer loyalty: As an attitude and as
a behaviour [38–41]. As an attitude, loyalty is a subjective dimension with cognitive, affective, and
conative aspects, since it is these aspects which comprise attitudes [39,40]. As a behaviour, loyalty can
be understood as a concrete behaviour which is the repeated purchase of the same product or brand or
from the same provider, irrespective of whether the consumer has declared any intention to purchase
in the future [42–44].
These two approaches therefore consider loyalty to contain two aspects; the consumer´s
commitment to the brand and repeated brand purchasing behaviour. These approaches are distinct yet
compatible, as loyalty is not formed of only either repeat purchase behaviour or commitment, but both,
given that loyalty transmutes into a psychological commitment demonstrated by a positive attitude
and a genuine intention to purchase again [39,45].
According to [40], loyalty progresses through different stages. These stages are (1) preference
(belief) for one brand over another, (2) affective preference (attitude) towards the product, and (3) an
increased intention (conation) to purchase one product rather than the competing one. In other words,
this progression consists of consumers first becoming loyal in a cognitive manner, with the affective “I
like” or “I don’t like” coming second, before reaching the final conative stage [46,47].
Loyalty to tourist destinations has been widely studied in the contexts of the aforementioned
perspectives. Although [48] has argued that in the context of tourism, studies into loyalty should place
a stronger emphasis on behaviour, it has also been argued that researchers in this field have in fact
mostly used this approach [49]. Ultimately, however, the benefits that a tourist brings to the tourist
destination are simply associated with their return visit behaviour [50]. Their loyalty to the destination
is demonstrated as their intention to visit and how likely they are to recommend it [19,48,51–56].
2.3. Place Attachment
Research into place attachment across various disciplines has resulted in considerable development
of the theory and empirical inquiry. Most conceptualizations of the construct have described it as
the range of feelings that individuals associate with specific places [57–59]. Although various terms
have been employed to describe it (for example, sense of place, rootedness), most conceptualizations
posit affect, emotion, and feeling as fundamental to the concept [60]. However, these authors indicate
that emotional aspects are additionally attended by cognitive (thought, knowledge, and belief) and
conative (action and behaviour) aspects. Therefore, place attachment implies an interaction between
affect and emotion, knowledge and belief, and action and behaviour [57].
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Aligning with this notion, according to [23], place attachment as a process by which people form
emotional bonds with certain sites or places. So, the sense of being physically present and “in place”
could be indicative that an individual has formed an emotional bond to a place [23].
Tourism research has extensively addressed the significance and the effect of place attachment [61].
The concept is linked to the process by which an individual´s experience of both the physical and
social characteristics of a place leads to strong emotional attachments to that place [62] and, as such,
is analysed as a multidimensional construct which incorporates two or more dimensions [62–64].
According to [61], the first dimension, place identity, refers to the cognitive link between oneself and a
place, reflected as the tourist´s identification with a specific place or its symbolic value. The second,
place dependence, relates to the functional aspects of place attachment and refers to how a particular
place provides for the specific needs and activities of tourists. The third, affective attachment, refers to
tourists’ feelings about a place. The fourth, social attachment, refers to the social ties reinforced by a
specific place. However, for [65], the question of whether place attachment is better described by two
or by more components remains to be resolved.
According to [21–23,66–70], place attachment is a significant predictor of tourist loyalty, asserting
a direct and positive relationship between attachment to a destination and loyalty towards it.
2.4. Image of the Cultural Heritage as a Destination
According to [71] brand image as being the consumer´s brand perception, which is held as a
memory association. The destination image is widely acknowledged for playing a significant role in
tourist behaviour towards it, in particular, when it comes to evaluating, selecting [72–74], deciding to
return in future [75,76], thus linking motivation to destination selection [77]. According to [78], tourist
perception is of crucial importance as they often select destinations which have the most positive
image. If the tourist has constructed a positive image of the destination in their mind, it is likely that
they will want to visit [79,80]). The seminal work of [81,82] suggest that the perceived image of the
destination is the main predictor of the intention to choose a destination. Destination image is defined
as the mental representation of knowledge (belief), feelings, and overall perception that an individual
has regarding a specific destination [83].
Various researchers [83,84] suggest that any particular destination can be thought of in terms of
three image types: organic image, induced image, and complex image. These three image types are
based on individuals´ experience of a specific destination. An organic image evolves out of nontourist
information sources, such as geography books, television reports, or magazine articles. An induced
image arises from destination-specific tourist information, such as a brochure or a website; ultimately,
it is due to marketing of the destination. The main difference between the organic image and the
induced image is in the intention or the motivation to visit. In other words, anyone can have an organic
image of a particular destination without intending to visit, whereas those who intentionally seek out
information from marketing materials thereby acquire an induced image [84] and do have an intention
to visit. Complex image could be the result of the direct experience of a destination [83]. Other authors,
such as [85], suggest that destination image developed out of various fields and disciplines concerned
with economic, social, or psychological factors, and is a combination of the perceptions or impressions
of a tourist destination.
2.5. Proposed Hypotheses
Of the different antecedents to the development of loyalty to a destination which are considered
by the academic literature, one´s own image of the destination should be highlighted. Many studies
have found this to be relevant [17,49,55,86–88]. The destination image has two significant functions in
tourist behaviour: (1) it influences the decision-making process regarding the destination and (2) it
conditions subsequent behaviour, including tourists´ experience of the place, their assessment of it, and
their future behaviour (intention to return and how likely they are to recommend) [17,81]. According
to [81], a positive destination image leads to greater satisfaction, an increased intention to return, and
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greater likelihood to recommend. As indicate by [49], the effect that destination image has on tourist
loyalty is significant to varying degrees. Specifically, these authors state that the overall image exerts a
greater effect on tourist loyalty, followed by affective image and cognitive image.
Taking this into consideration, we propose the following hypothesis:
H1. The greater the perceived image of the heritage site, the greater its loyalty.
On the other hand, place attachment or destination attachment is linked to visitors´ loyalty to
the place [23] and to their behavioural intent [89]. In the field of tourism study, place attachment is
often described as “destination attachment” [23,63]. In the context of rural tourism specifically [89], a
significant relationship is found between the tourist’s experience, place attachment, and the intention
to revisit and recommend. According to [90] individuals´ specific place attachment generally begins to
develop following one or more visits, although it is possible to develop a strong feeling towards places
that they have never visited [91]. In the study of [92], she argues that even tourists who are visiting a
place for the first time may already have an attachment to it. This place attachment could possibly be
due to having heard stories about the place from friends, family or in the media.
As a result, we propose the following hypothesis:
H2. The greater the degree of place attachment to the heritage site, the greater its loyalty.
The seminal work of [93] underscore the importance of attachment to the destination and the
destination image in order to predict tourists´ future intentions and behaviour. According to [69], the
academic literature suggests that the conceptual bases for place attachment and destination image are
similar, since both are constructs with cognitive and affective components that influence behaviour. For
these authors, place attachment is an emotional reaction to a physical and social environment, whereas
destination image represents the cognitive and affective components connected to a place. On the basis
of these assertions, these authors suggest and argue for the idea that destination image is antecedent to
place attachment. [94] citing [56] argue that, given that the destination image is a determining factor in
tourist attitudes towards the destination, the destination image is antecedent to destination attachment.
As show by [94], a more favourable destination image leads to greater attachment to a destination.
Consequently, we propose the following hypothesis:
H3. The greater the perceived image of the heritage site, the greater the place attachment to a heritage site.
Alternatively, as defined by [95], consumers´ brand knowledge is all the descriptive and evaluative
information associated with the brand, as recorded in the consumer´s memory. A consumer´s
knowledge about a product has been considered to be an element that influences all stages of the
decision-making process [96], and the academic literature shows that it is considered to have a significant
moderating effect on the subject’s response [97,98]. Consumers with different levels of knowledge
about a product also differ in their perceptions of the product [98,99]. Consumers who know more
about a product have more developed and complex schemas, with well-developed decision-making
criteria [100]. In this instance, when consumers process information, it requires less cognitive effort as
their knowledge structures are automatically activated and can process more information [101].
In the field of tourism, knowledge about a destination is understood as it being present in people´s
minds when they are considering it as a travel destination [102]. Assessing awareness of a destination
brand is done in terms of examining the selection process by which a specific image is created, and
its quality assumed [103,104]. On the basis of antecedent theories regarding the consumer purchase
process, including those regarding knowledge about a product, the seminal work of [105] demonstrates
that the degree of consumer knowledge about a holiday destination affects the consumer’s image of
the destination and the probability that they will visit. Similarly, according to [106], by considering
familiarity with a destination as much as the degree of knowledge that the tourist has about a destination
demonstrates that, in line with [107] and [105], the degree of knowledge influences tourists’ perceptions
of how attractive the destination is, resulting in a positive effect on place image as well as influencing
their level of interest and likelihood of visiting again.
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As a result, we propose the following hypothesis:
H4. Prior knowledge of the heritage site will positively moderate the associations between the antecedents to
loyalty.
The proposed hypotheses are summarised in Figure 1.
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3. ethodology
3.1. Context of Study
The Torre de Roma heritage site has been chosen for the purposes of this study. This is a tower
in a farmstead dating from the Nazari period (fifteenth century), located in the Vega de Granada on
irrigated lands, 500 m from the left bank of the Genil River and next to the town of Romilla in the
Chauchina (Granada) municipality.
Its typology is that of a rectangular tower, with base dimensions of 9.45 m × 7.10 m, which
gradually narrow as it increases to its current height of 14 m. Currently, access is via the east side,
although it is considerably damaged. It has an underground cistern beneath the lower level, which can
be accessed via a gap in the northeast corner; however, due to the accumulation of rubble, its depth is
not known. It is covered by a half-barrel vault [108] (p. 376).
The lower level was made up of a rectangular room which would have been covered by a barrel
vault, of which only the innermost backfill remains. The stairs, no longer present, were located at
the north corner and would have provided access to the upper levels. The first floor was made up
of a square room next to a corridor and the stairs. The room was covered by a cloister vault. It had
loophole windows on the east, west, and south sides, with the main access being on the north side. The
last floor contained a rectangular room and a stairwell and was covered by a vaulted ceiling similar to
the other rooms. There are also significant openings on the east, west, and southern faces. The tower
had a terraced roof on top of the upper vaulted ceiling. Although none remain, the tower might have
had a coat of arms and battlements [109].
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The building technique was lime rammed-earth using formwork boxes with a total height of 82
cm. The building technique for the cistern vault and the bottom level were made without formwork,
by plastering the rowlock bricks one on top of the other. This vault building technique required plaster
to hold the bricks in place [110].
Its state of conservation is being affected by significant structural damage, which is in turn risking
its stability, such as vertical cracks, volumetric loss, and internal stressors, causing a loss of cohesion. Its
conservation has also been affected by humidity, occurring as a result of filtration and capillarity in its
base. Rainwater splashes have caused significant erosion. On the interior, damage due to decohesion,
loss of plastering, sanding, and impairments to supports are notable. Damage to the vaults, flooring,
and coverings are also worth mentioning. Other than that which has already been mentioned, there is
also damage resulting from inadequate conservation of the cultural asset.
3.2. Data Collection
Data was obtained from a survey which was given to a randomly selected sample by the
governmental organization responsible for local development in the area where the Torre de Romilla
is located. Fieldwork was carried out during January and February of 2018. The final sample was
comprised of 200 subjects, with 103 men and 97 women (see Table 1). The age distribution is shown in
Table 2.
Table 1. Sample distribution by sex.
Frequency Percentage
Male 103 51.5
Female 97 48.5
Total 200 100
Table 2. Sample distribution by age.
Frequency Percentage
Under 25 years 50 25.0
Between 25 and 40 years 66 33.0
Between 41 and 55 years 62 31.0
More than 55 years 55 11.0
Total 112 100
3.3. Measures
The measures used to analyse the constructs have been adapted from existing validated scales
(see Table 3). The perceived brand image was measured using a Likert scale with 5 points for 3 items
(1, totally disagree; 5, totally agree) and adapted from other studies such as [111]: (1) My image of the
Torre de Romilla is good; (2) My image of the Torre de Romilla is positive; (3) My image of the Torre de
Romilla is favourable.
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Table 3. Analysis of the psychometric properties of the multi-item scales.
Construct. Items StandardisedCoefficients R
2 CR AVE
Perceived
image
My image of the Torre de Romilla
is positive. 0.87 *** 0.75 0.94 0.85
My image of the Torre de Romilla
is favourable. 0.95 *** 0.90
Perceived
loyalty
I intend to visit the Torre de
Romilla again if I can. 0.92 *** 0.85
0.95 0.86I will recommend that friends and
family visit the Torre de Romilla. 0.93 *** 0.87
They would be very likely to visit. 0.94 *** 0.87
Place
attachment
It is something that matters to me
a lot. 0.86 *** 0.74
0.97 0.80
It is of great relevance to me. 0.91 *** 0.82
It is of great value to me. 0.93 *** 0.87
It means a lot to me. 0.91 *** 0.82
It is very necessary for me. 0.85 *** 0.73
It is of great interest to me. 0.90 *** 0.82
It is something that attracts me a
lot. 0.89 *** 0.79
Prior
knowledge
How knowledgeable do you
consider yourself? 0.88 *** 0.77
0.89 0.74Compared to most people, how
knowledgeable do you consider
yourself?
0.87 *** 0.76
How much do you know about
the cultural value of the asset? 0.82 *** 0.68
Note: *** p < 0.01. CR: composite reliability; AVE: average variance extracted.
Loyalty was measured using a Likert scale with 5 points for 3 items (1, totally disagree; 5, totally
agree) and adapted from the suggestion originally made by [112], and then used by other authors
as [103,113]): (1) I intend to visit the Torre de Romilla again if I can; (2) I will recommend that friends
and family visit the Torre de Romilla; (3) They would be very likely to visit.
For place attachment, a Likert scale of 5 points (1, totally disagree; 5, totally agree) was used for
7 items adapted from [59,114]: (1) It is something that matters to me a lot; (2) It is of great relevance to
me; (3) It is of great value to me; (4) It means a lot to me; (5) It is very necessary for me; (6) It is of great
interest to me; (7) It is something that attracts me a lot.
Finally, knowledge was measured using a Likert scale of 5 points (1, nothing; 5, a lot) for 3 items
adapted from [115]: (1) How knowledgeable do you consider yourself? (2) Compared to most people,
how knowledgeable do you consider yourself? (3) How much do you know about the cultural value of
the asset? In both cases, the items were measured using the Likert scale of 5 points in which 1 indicates
“Disagree strongly” and 5 indicates “Agree strongly.”
4. Results
4.1. Analysis of the Psychometric Properties of the Scales
Prior to testing the hypotheses by analysing the data, the psychometric properties of the multi-item
scales were examined in order to test for reliability and validity for the constructs they intend to
measure. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out using LISREL 8.8 software, the results
of which can be seen in Table 3. The overall goodness-of-fit indices were all within the recommended
limits (S-B Chi-Square: 148.83; p-value: 0.00; RMSEA: 0.05; CFI: 0.99), all the loadings were significant
(p < 0.01) with a high magnitude (>0.70), and the values for the individual reliability for each indicator
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(R2) were all above the threshold of 0.50 [116]. In addition, in both cases the composite reliability
(CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) indices were above the recommended limits of 0.80 and
0.50, respectively.
On the other hand, using the criterion of [117], we calculated the square root of the AVE and the
correlations between the constructs in order to test the discriminant validity. Table 4 shows how, for all
cases, the correlations do not exceed the values of the square root of the AVE, confirming its validity.
Table 4. Discriminant validity.
Knowledge Attachment Image Loyalty
Knowledge 0.86
Attachment 0.67 0.89
Image 0.48 0.44 0.92
Loyalty 0.59 0.65 0.54 0.93
Note: The values of the diagonal (in bold) represent the root of the AVE; the values below the diagonal represent the
correlations between the constructs.
These results guarantee the reliability and validity of the multi-item scales, which allowed us to
construct an indicator variable, being the mean of the values of the different items of the scale, for each
of these constructs.
4.2. Testing the Hypotheses
Testing the proposed hypotheses required the use of a moderated mediation regression model via
PROCESS 3.1 ordinary least squares and bootstrap estimation (10,000 sub-samples) [118], in order to
examine the direct and indirect effects presented in Figure 1. The dependent variable was loyalty to
the heritage site, the independent variable was the perceived image of the heritage site, the mediating
variable was attachment to the site, and the moderating variable was the tourist’s degree of knowledge
about the heritage site. The participants’ age is included as a covariable
The analysis of direct effects (see Tables 5 and 6) shows that both the direct effect of the perceived
image of the heritage site on attachment (βImage→Attachment: 0.20; CI: 0.07–0.33) and of image on
loyalty (βImage→Loyalty: 0.29; CI: 0.15–0.42) were significant (p < 0.01). In addition, the direct effect
of place attachment on loyalty was significant (βAttachment→Loyalty: 0.40; CI: 0.26–0.53) (p < 0.01).
Therefore, these results confirm H1, H2, and H3.
Table 5. Moderated mediation analysis Output variable: Place attachment.
Coef. SE t-Value p-Value 95% CI
Constant −0.18 0.16 −1.13 0.26 −0.49 0.13
Perceived image (X) 0.20 0.07 2.99 0.00 * 0.07 0.33
Prior knowledge (W) 0.62 0.07 8.87 0.00 * 0.48 0.75
X x W −0.01 0.06 −0.16 0.87 −0.13 0.11
Age 0.08 0.06 1.27 0,20 −0.04 0.20
* Coefficient significant at 5%; 95% confidence interval does not contain 0.
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Table 6. Moderated mediation analysis Output variable: Perceived loyalty.
Coef. SE t-Value p-Value 95% CI
Constant 3.00 0.15 19,6 0.00 * 2.70 3.30
Perceived image (X) 0.29 0.07 4.38 0.00 * 0.15 0.42
Place attachment (M) 0.40 0.07 5.73 0.00 * 0.26 0.53
Prior knowledge (W) 0.22 0.08 2.63 0.00 * 0.06 0.38
X x W −0.17 0.07 −2.63 0.01* −0.30 −0.04
M x W 0.02 0.06 0.32 0.75 −0.10 0.13
Age 0.18 0.06 3.12 0.02* 0.07 0.31
* Coefficient significant at 5%; 95% confidence interval does not contain 0.
H4 proposes a moderating effect of the tourist’s degree of knowledge about the heritage site on
the associations between the antecedents to loyalty. To test this, the corresponding interactions need
to be examined (see Tables 5 and 6). The results show that, of the three possible interactions, only
one is significant, the effect of knowledge on the association between image and loyalty (βImage ×
Knowledge→Loyalty: −0.17; CI: −0.30–0.04) (p = 0.01). Figure 2 illustrates the significant effect of
this interaction. In this figure, it can be seen that as the subjects’ perceived image of the heritage
landmark improves, so their loyalty increases, although this effect is reduced as the subjects’ degree
of knowledge regarding it increases. When the degree of knowledge is small, the effect of image on
loyalty is greatly amplified (steep curve), whereas when knowledge regarding the heritage is large,
the curve is much flatter. These results only partially confirm H4 as only the moderating effect was
observed to be significant.
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PROCESS allows for calculating the conditional indirect effects of the independent variable (image)
on the dependent one (loyalty) through the mediating variable (attachment to the heritage site), taking
into account the different levels of the moderating variable (knowledge) (see Table 7). The results are of
interest as the direct effect of image on loyalty was found to be significant in terms of the conditioning
mediating variable but, for the moderating variable, the effect decreases as the degree of knowledge
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about the heritage landmark increases, to the point that when the degree of knowledge is large this
effect disappears, becoming nonsignificant (p > 0.05).
Table 7. Conditional direct and indirect effects of Image on Loyalty.
Conditional Direct Effects
Knowledge Effect SE 95% CI
Low 0.44 *** 0.09 0.27 0.61
Medium 0.26 *** 0.07 0.13 0.40
High 0.08 0.10 −0.11 0.29
Conditional Indirect Effects
Knowledge Effect SE 95% CI
Low 0.08 ** 0.04 0.02 0.17
Medium 0.08 ** 0.03 0.02 0.15
High 0.08 ** 0.05 0.00 0.20
* Non-significant coefficient. 95% confidence interval includes 0 ** Significant coefficient at 5%; 95% confidence
interval does not contain 0. *** Significant coefficient at 1%; 95% confidence interval does not contain 0.
On the other hand, the conditional indirect effects of the image on loyalty mediated by attachment
to the patrimonial good are significant (p < 0.05) and positive regardless of the degree of knowledge.
5. Conclusions
The purpose of this paper is to assess a theoretical model of the development of loyalty to a
heritage landmark, on the basis of the perceived image of the heritage site and place attachment
to the heritage site. Loyalty to a tourist destination is key to how the tourist behaves with regards
to that destination, demonstrated as their intention to visit and how likely they are to recommend
it [48,51,54,55]. Of the factors which contribute to the development of loyalty to the destination,
destination image should be noted [17,23,49,55,86,88,89].
This paper contributes to current understandings of the factors which determine how loyalty to a
heritage site is developed and the role played by the degree of knowledge.
In the first place, our findings show that the heritage landmark image has a direct, positive effect
on the development of loyalty, and as such, is an antecedent to loyalty towards the destination, in line
with the academic literature [49,55,81]. In addition, place attachment to the heritage site has a direct,
positive effect on the development of loyalty, as has been found by other authors [23,66–70], being
antecedent to loyalty. Therefore, increased loyalty is found where there is greater place attachment
to the heritage site. Likewise, findings show that image has a direct and positive effect on place
attachment to the heritage site, as has previously been asserted [69,94]; therefore, as the image of
the heritage asset improves, so place attachment to it increases. An additional conclusion derived
from these results and of equal relevance, the association between the perceived image of the Torre de
Romilla and place attachment does not appear to be affected by the degree of subjects’ prior knowledge
about the heritage landmark, counter to what would be expected according to [97]. These results seem
to indicate that the link between the heritage landmark and attachment is strong regardless of the
degree of knowledge about the heritage site.
In the second place, our findings show that the degree of knowledge regarding the heritage site
does in fact moderate the existing direct relationship between the perceived image and loyalty. This
is demonstrated by the fact that when there is a small degree of knowledge about the heritage site,
the image perceived to it is a greater determinant of loyalty towards it; in this case, loyalty increases
as the perceived image of the asset improves. However, in the case of a large degree of knowledge
about the heritage site, image is not the determining factor in the development of loyalty to it. The
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results indicate that those who know the Torre de Romilla (either because they have visited or from
other sources of information) had a more positive image of the heritage site and were more likely to
visit and/or recommend it, in line with [105]. However, counter to the predictions, the effect of place
attachment on the association between the asset’s perceived image and interest in or likelihood to visit
the Torre de Romilla is influenced by the degree of knowledge, contrary to prediction.
6. Implications for Management
Our findings also have considerable implications for tourist destination heritage site managers.
On the one hand, we have found that a positive perceived image of the heritage site can lead to strong
attachment, which paves the way for greater loyalty [23,63]. On the other hand, the findings also
suggest that, in order to maximally affect loyalty (intention to visit and recommend), managers should
take proactive action to increase knowledge about a site, make investments to improve its conservation,
and promote the site to a target audience.
Heritage managers should consider all aspects related to such heritage in an integrated manner.
As note by [36] citing [119] notes that successful heritage tourism threatens the very heritage resources
that are the basis of such tourism. Consequently, these managers’ current task is to identify and
appropriately respond to strategic opportunities to develop these sites. In line with [120,121], the
participation and support of key stakeholders is recommended. Developing practices based on insight,
and which are in line with the remit of those responsible for heritage conservation and protection,
marketing, and administration, will simultaneously achieve a balance in communication directed
towards cultural tourism and tourism in general. Applying marketing techniques and increasing
knowledge about the visitors’ profiles are essential components of this communication process and go
towards ensuring that heritage is accessible and significant for both cultural and general tourism, in
line with [120]. Along the same lines, and as is demonstrated by the results, knowledge regarding
heritage assets also needs to be increased. As has been shown, greater knowledge leads to greater
attachment, which increases the latter’s effect on loyalty. These measures would allow the protection
and appraisal of cultural heritage to act as a strategic engine for local development [122], without
compromising the site’s authenticity, as posited by [120].
Therefore, tourist destination planning and management should ensure that special consideration
is given to the maintenance and conservation of the natural resources which the tourist offering
represents [123]. Improved conservation of the heritage asset will improve its image, which in turn
will lead to increased loyalty. This loyalty is demonstrated by the intention to visit and recommend.
This kind of initiative facilitates citizen awareness in a process of cultural identity, as a feeling
of esteem for the site patrimonial that promotes its protection and appreciation, by both the local
population and the occasional visitor; participants in the defense and maintenance of sites, as well as
in compliance with the elementary principles of their conservation [124].
7. Limitations and Future Lines of Research
As is the case for any scientific research, the present study presents some limitations worthy of
mention. Firstly, this study focuses on presenting a model of the development of loyalty to a specific
heritage landmark with the particular characteristics of the “Torre de la Romilla”: A heritage site
located in the south of Spain, in the Vega de Granada region and not recognized as a tourist destination,
but which is nevertheless a resource which has the potential to become one and contribute to local
development, as indicated by [4].
The question of whether future studies could replicate the findings of this study for cultural assets
with similar characteristics is an interesting one. The findings of this study could be extrapolated
for analysis and would potentially have repercussions for assets of a similar nature, characterized
by a defensive architecture, located in areas with a population of less than 10,000 inhabitants and
disadvantaged from the perspective of the availability of human or material resources. If the potential
benefits identified by the present study are taken into account, these considerations taken together
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could lead to improvements in cultural tourism management, general tourism, and the basic social
economy of the municipalities and regions in which these heritage landmarks are found
Secondly, a larger simple size would have been preferable; therefore, it is recommended that
future studies attempting to replicate this study use larger simple sizes with greater heterogeneity.
Thirdly, future studies should account for other moderating variables such as the subjects’ usual
residence, their degree of cultural tourism experience, the frequency of visits to these types of cultural
landmarks or, as cultural values could be associated with a destination choice or with attachment [125],
the visitors’ nationality or culture in the case of using samples from other countries.
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